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IMPQCTS OF THE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT: A FILOT STUDY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Enactment of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982
(CERA) set a new direction in implementation of national
coastal policy. The Act withdraws incentives——in the +form
of Federal flood insuwrance and assistance for
infrastructure-—from future development in those Atlantic
and Gult coast areas designated as "undeveloped" under the
Act.

CEBRA zeeks to establish consistent Federal policy not to
subsidize futwe development in hazardous, undeveloped
coastal barrier areas. It does not prohibit owners from
building there, but it does shift the cost of infrastructure
and the risk of loss from the Federal Treasury to the
private sector or to state or local governments. Its
purpose is to minimize loss of life, wasteful expenditures
ot Federal revenues, and damage to natural resources.

The CBRA policy is a unique and explicit Congressional
development management strategy. Unlike de facto
development policies or broad programs delegated to other
agencies for implementation, CBRA clearly links its actions
and objectives and expressly focusses on 186 coastal barrier
areas designated "undeveloped" on maps adopted as part of
the Act. Because it stakes out a new Federal policy
implementation approach, CBRA offers an important
opportunity for study.

The study reported here seeks to identify initial impacts of
CBHRA, to compare actual with expected impacts, to examine
respaonses of major groups involved in coastal barrier
development and management, and to assess implications for
state coastal zomne management programs. Information is
gathered through two case studies, a three—-state mail
suwrvey, and inguiries among insurance and financial
organizations. Because full CBRA provisions had only been
in effect for a few months at the time of the study,
findings are preliminary but evidence of impacts is visible,
especially in the case study areas.

Topsail Island, North Carolina, is a barrier island where
withdrawal of Federal Flood insuwance has had a clear
initial impact on development. Une measure of the weight
given to this impact is the response of island developers,
eleven of whom sued the Federal government in September,
1983, in an effort to have their lands remaved from
designation as undeveloped so that they could regain access
to Federal flood inswance., Their suit was dismissed by a
U. 8. District Cowt on January 31, 1984, on grounds that
Congressional adoption of designated area maps as part of
CBRA precluded judicial review.



Hutchinson Island, Florida, is a barrier island where
withdrawal of Federal assistance for infrastructure, in
combination with other state and local actions, has had a
significant initial impact on development. After finding
that the traffic carrying capacity of bridges serving the
island was exceeded by existing and approved development,
the St. Lucie County government then discovered in 198% that
neither Federal {(under CBRA constraints) nor State {(under a
Governor’s Executive Order) funds were available to finance
needed bridge improvements. The County imposed a moratorium
an new project review and denied several pending proposals,
citing lack of traffic capacity. Developers sued the
County, and the case is on appeal. The County began a
search for alternative wavs of financing new bridge
construction, including various forms of developer
participation. HMeanwhile, reductions in local land use
densities have been recommended under the Hutchinson Island
Resowrce Management Flan adopted in 1983,

These case studies indicate that the CBRA aims of shifting
infrastructure costs and risks of loss away from the Federal
Treasury are being achieved, at least in some areas.
Whether the conservation aim will also be achieved is less
clear. This will depend upon the extent to which state and
local governments reinforce CEBRA goals, private insurance
companies make flood insuwrance available, banks and
development finance agencies relad insuwance conditions on
future loans and mortgages, private development companies
modify plans ftor coastal barrier projects, and conservation
organizations redraw priorities for acquiring coastal
barrier open space.

The mail survey found indications of a range of possible
outcomes, from an increase of development pressure in
developed areas to a decrease in undeveloped areas, from an
increase in open space acquisition to an increase in
development densities, from a stopping of development to
developers acbtaining private inswance. The most common
response, however, was that effects of withdrawal of Federal
+lood insuwrance and infrastructure assistance are not vet
apparent, and that averall impacts have been either minor or
neutral to date.

CHRA has the potential to be an active development
management influence, but this will depend largely upon both
the responses of other coastal actors and any future Federal
actions for long—term conservation purposes. Meanwhile,
CEBRA™s initial impacts could be greatly heightened in the
wake of one or more major hurricanes, in whose aftermath the
loss of Federal flood insuwrance, disaster assistance, and
infrastructure funding would be intensified.



FOREWORD

Much policy analysis is done long after the fact. When the
trail of actions is cold, the domain becomes that of the
historian rather than the planner. I am grateful to have
had the opportunity to be involved with the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act at an early stage.

Vickie Allin of the ffice of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management arranged ftor the resources that enabled me to
vigit affected coastal barrier il1slands and to gather
information from a wide cross section of people involved
with their destiny. The Department of City and Regional
Flanning at the University of North Carolina provided a
semester of leave from teaching that gave me the time to
learn about the initial effects of the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act, a piconeering development management policy.

My teachers were the state and local coastal planners,
developers, conservationists, insuwance representatives, and
bankers in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida.

They were generous with their time and patient with their
explanations. :

I was assisted by two graduate students in planning at North
Carolina. Claudia Shambaugh gathered background data from
the case study locales, compiled the tables on assessed
valuation, prepared the bibliography, and helped to tabulate
and follow up the survey response. Jim Anders prepared all
the report graphics.

I deeply appreciate all the help these people gave me.

However, all opinions or errors in this report are my own
responsibility.

" David R. BGodschalk
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IMFACTS OF THE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT: A FILOT STUDY

DAVID R. GODSCHALLK

BACKEROUND

With the enactment of the Coastal Barrier Resources fAct of
1982 (CBRA), Congress embarked on a new tack in implementing
coastal policy. The new policy withdraws Federal incentives
that encourage development within specific locations,
vaeering sharply from past practices that relied primarily on
adding Federal incentives to influence development in order
to achieve public purposes.

CHRA seeks to establish a consistent Federal policy not to
subsidize future development in harardous undeveloped
coastal barrier areas. It does not prohibit owners from
building on their property but it does shitt the
infrastructure cost and risk of loss from the Federal
government to the private sector or to state or local
governments.

What have been the initial effects of CBRA s new course?
Thie pilot study seeks to answer that gquestion through a
review of initial conservation and development impacts on
coastal zone management in three of the states where major
CBRA impacts are anticipated by Federal plannersi: fNorth
Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida.

Coastal Harrier FResources Act

In CBRA Congress found that Atlantic and Gulf coastal
barriers provide essential habitats, resowces, and storm
protection and are generally unsuitable for development.
Because Federal government actions have subsidized and
permitted development on coastal barriers, resources have
been losts life, health. and property threatenedi: and
millions of tax dollars spent each year. Coordinated action
by Federal, state, and local governments is critical to use
and conserve coastal barriers more appropriately.

CBRAs purpose is to minimize loss of life, wastetful
expenditure of Federal revenues, and damage to natural
resources byl

1. restricting future Federal expenditures and
financial assistance that encourage coastal barrier
developments

2. establishing a Coastal Barrier Resources Systemd

Z. considering means for long-term conservation of
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fish, wildlife, and other natural resources.

CEHRA s immediate actions are to designate and map a chain of
186 "undeveloped" areas stretching from Maine to Texas as
the Coastal Barrier Resources System and to prohibit further
Federal expenditures or financial assistance for development
on these undeveloped coastal barriers, including those for
flood insurance, bridges and roads, utilities, new access
channels, erosion control, storm protection, community
development, and post-storm redevelopment and disaster
relief, except to alleviate emergencies. The prohibitions
are hroad, covering all Federal programs that support
development unless specifically exempted by the Act.
Frohibition on issuwance of fwther Federal flood insurance
was effective on October 1, 1983:%i all other prohibitions
took effect October 18, 1982, the date of the Act.

General revenue-sharing grants are exempted. Federal
expenditures may be made after consultation with the
Sacretary of Interior for! energy resource development,
maintenance of existing channel improvements and essential
public roads and facilities, and national security and Coast
Guard ftacilities. If consistent with the purposes of the
Act, expenditures may be made for: fish and wildlife and
recreation projects, air and water navigation aids, projects
under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act and the
Coastal Zone Management Act, scientific research, public
emergencies, public road, structure or facility maintenance,
and nonstructuwral projects for shoreline stabilization.

The Secretary of Interior is directed to maintain the maps
of the Coastal Barrier Resowces Svstem and to distribute
copies of them to state and local governments. The
Secretary may make minor and technical modifications to the
houndaries of system units as consistent with the Act®s
purposes and as necessary to clarify the boundaries. At
least every five years, the Secretary is to review the maps
and make minor and technical changes necessary to reflect
changes in the size or location of any system units as a
result of natural forces.

To deal with longer—term issues, CHRA directed the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a study of coastal barriers and
to repart to Congress within three years. The report is to
cover proposed changes in System boundaries, conservation
management. alternatives, summary of comments received, and
analysis of the effects on coastal barriers of general
revenue-sharing grants to the states. The Secretary has
commenced study of the possible expansion of the System by
an inventory of all undeveloped coastal barriers and certain
other coastal areas that do not meet the definition of a
coastal barrier along all coastlines of the United States.
This includes the Pacific Coagt and Rasin, Great Lakes,
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and Alaska, as well as
sao—~called "otherwise protected" areas (those managed by
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public and private organizations for conservation pwposes)
and related coastal landforms such as keys and mainland
beaches. Regional teams are being formed to assess existing
natural resource and conservation management practices on
the Atlantic and Gulf coasts for the report to Congress.

The content of CERA evolved from a series of previous
studies and actions. Starting in 1977, the Department of
Interior began intensive studies of coastal barvrier
protection and cost reduction issues. These were summarized
in a Januwary 1280 Draft Environmental Statement. In August
1981, Congress included Section 341(d) in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act (OBR&)Y, prohibiting further Federal flood
inswance after UOctober 1,1983 on undeveloped coastal
barriers. 0ORRA authorized the Secretary of Interior to
designate the "undeveloped” coastal barriers based on
statutory criteria.

Ceoastal barriers were defined as depositional geologic
features consisting of unconsolidated sedimentary materials,
subject to wave, tidal and wind energies, protecting
landward aquatic habitates from direct waves, along with all
their associated agquatic habitats. Undeveloped barriers
were to be those including few man—made structures and with
no significant man-made structural or human activity
impediments to geomorphic and ecological processes.
Frotected areas were exempted from designation as
undeveloped. This definition of undeveloped coastal
barriers was adapted from legislation then pending in
Congress, which was later to be enacted as CBRA.

Under OBRA, the Secretary of Interior defined undeveloped
caoastal barriers as those which on March 15, 1982 contained
less than one walled and roofed building per five acres of
fastland or did not have a full complement of infrastructure
(vehicle access, water supply, waste water disposal, and
electrical service to each lot or building site), or were
not part of a large (100 or more lots), phased development
in which development has been completed on one phase. The
key element of this definition was the demonstrated
expendliture of private capital for structures or
infrastructure on the ground, as an indicator of the owner's
commitment to maintain the developed status.

Relving primarily on aerial photography, the Department of
Interior (DOI) applied this definition and delineated 188
wndeveloped coastal barriers in an August 1982 report to
Congress. (U.S8. DOI, 1982 The minimum portion of & coastal
barrier considered for delineation as undeveloped had to
have a quarter mile of ocean—-facing shoreline and to extend
through the barrier from the beach to the bay or other
landward aquatic habitat. (Exceptions occured where
"atherwise protected" land was adjacent.)

when CHRA was enacted two months later in Uctober, 1982,
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for defining undeveloped areas as those in (OBRA. However,
it went on to state in Section 4 that the Coastal Barrier
Resaources System shall consist of those undeveloped coastal
barriers depicted on maps numbered Q01 through T12, dated
September 30, 198Z2. This is a crucial difference. A Senate
commi ttee report stated that the Section 3 definition was
included for information only, and that the maps of Section
4 designate the areas which meet this definition for
purpeses af this Act. These maps, which are similar but not
identical to those submitted by the Secretary of Interior,
resulted from intensive discussions between Congressmen,
their staffs, interest groups, and afftected private
landowners: a process that some feel did not afford adeguate
opportunity to consider all necessary evidence. Many
designated undeveloped areas proposed for development were
deleted; some additional areas not previously designated
undeveloped were added. The total miles of ocean—facing
shoreline dropped from 721.18 to 656.18B and the total number
of undeveloped units went from 188 to 1846. States with
decreases of at least one mile of shoreline were Texas
(-10.2), Louisiana (~13%.6), Misgsissippi (~2.4), Alabama
(-2.9, Florida (-18.3), Georgia (-12.7), North Carolina
(-7.1), Delaware (~2.4), and New Jersey (~-3.B). (U.8. DOI,
1983, Appendix F) ’

Anticipated Impacts of CBRA

What impacts will this new Federal policy have on coastal
barrier conservation and development? The language of CERA
is general, speaking in terms of minimizing loss of life,
wasteful Federal expenditure, and damage to natural
resowces. The Final Environmental Statement on Undeveloped
Coastal Rarriers is more explicit, however. It estimates
savings to the Federal Treasury of $5.4 billion over the
next twenty years, plus significant savings to state and
local governments, if CBRA restrictions prevent intensive
capitalization of development on a long—-term basis. I+
development were totally suppressed on half of the existing
undevelaoped areas {(asuming the other half was committed to
protective ownership), the estimated value of foregone
private development over twenty years would be $9.3 billion.
In addition, interference with genlogical and ecological
processes that maintain 1637 miles of coastal barrier
ecosystems would be reduced, protection of 891,000 acres of
floodplains and 317,300 acres of wetlands would be
increased, protection of natural landscapes enhanced, public
recreation increased, fishing, shellfishing and recreation
industries maintained, public safety hazards restrained, and
costs to local communities which allow development of
undeveloped areas increased. Without CBRA, it is anticipated
that most of the remaining 748 miles of undeveloped and
unprotected coastal barvrier shoreline on the Atlantic and
Gulf coaszts would be committed about equally to development



Fage o9

and protection by the year 2000. (U.S. DbDOI, 1983,
p.lI-24--11-24)

Twa tactors determine the actuwal impacts of withdrawing
Federal flood inswance and other expenditures on
unideveloped coastal barriers: 1) the geographic extent of
areas affected by the withdrawal and 2) the availability of
private financing for residential development and cwnership’
without Federal insurance and infrastructure assistance. A
third important and related, but independent, factor is the
ability and willingness of state and local governments to
control development on undeveloped coastal barriers through
both regulation of density and limiting infrastructure
evpenditures. The responses of private financial
institutions and state and local governments are uncertain
elements in the final equation. {U.S5. DOI, 1983,

pp. IV-2-—19-3)

Development Management Issues

CBRA can be viewed as an explicit Congressional development
management strategy. Traditionally the province of local
and sometimes state governments, development management is a
conscious government program intended to influence the rate,
amount, type, location, and/or quality of future development
within a jurisdiction. {(Bodschalk et al., 1979) Frevious
Federal programs intended to influence coastal development
typically delegated responsibility for decisions about
application specifics to state coastal zone management
agencies and local governments. Other Federal programs,
such as those for highways or home mortgages, often acted as
"de facto" development strategies due to their implicit
encowragement of growth patterns not necessarily anticipated
in the original legislation. Under CBRA, Congress itself
has set the rules and drawn and adopted the maps. While
this unique policy implementation approach has the advantage
of clarity, uniformity, and firmness of application, it
poses some problems.

Critics point out that, by enacting the maps into law,
responsiveness is reduced. Typical processes for adjustment
and correction used in local development management are not
available. Allowing the Secretary of Interior to make minor
and technical boundary madifications and requiring a five
vear review of the maps provides some limited capacity for
adjustment, but removes the process from local access and
overgsight. There is no administrative procedure for
changing an area from undeveloped to a developed
designation. Adopting the maps as part of the Act demands an
additional act of Congress to make amendments. Interpreting
the exact location of boundary lines on maps produced by a
Federal agency can be difficult and frustrating for local
individualsg.
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Guestions also are raised by critics about the fairness and
consistency of CERA s development management actions.
Fublic notice throuah Federal Register publication iz not as
affective as local channels. Not all affected parties had
the oppartunity to take part in the lobbying for exemption
trom designation duwring enactment of CBRA that resulted in
maps that departed from the uniform criteria applied by the
Department of Interior in drawing the initial maps. Areas
proposed for development on some local land use - plans
approved by state agencies are designated undeveloped on
CERA maps.

Because it is a major departure from established development
management practices, CBHA presents a provocative
oppartunity for study. Whether it is the single experiment
of ite type or the bellwether of future policy, we need to
understand its operation and impacts.

FILOT STUDY APFROACH

fhe purpose of this study is to identidw» the initial impacts
of CBRA, to compare actual with expected impacts, to examine
the responses of the major groups involved in coastal
barrier development and management, and to assess the
implications of study findings for the coastal zone
management programs of Atlantic and Gulf states. BGiven the
garly timing, limited area, and small scale of the study, it
should be viewed as evploratory and praliminary, rather than
definitive and final. It provides a baseline from which a
more comprehensive followup study can bhe mounted after CHBRA
impacts have become more visible.

Coastal Rarriers Institutional System

As recagnized in the Final Environmental Statement on
Undeveloped Coastal Barriers, the actual impacts on
conservation and development stemming from CBRA will depend
upon the rezponses of a variety of public and private
groups.  These groups, their actions, and the resulting
impacts can be visualized as an institutional system.

The Coastal Rarriers Institutional System is made up of
three components: 1) major types of actors, &) their actions
in response to CBRA, and 3) the impacts of their actions on
development and conservation of the coastal barriers. (21
diagrammed in Figure 1, this institutional system is set in
motion by the initial action of Congress in its cutoff of
Federal +flood insurance and fipancial assistance and grants
to the undeveloped coastal barriers.

Responding to the withdrawal of devel pment incentives are
five major types of actors, each faced with choloces
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to local conservation and development outcomes within their
operating territories: '

1. State and local governments must decide whether or
not to reinforce CERA objectives in their policies and
programs of coastal barrier conservation and development
management. Especially significant will be decisions
concerning public spending. Will state or local public
funds be made available to replace withdrawn Federal funds
for constructing infrastructure to serve undeveloped
caoastal barriers or will Federal restrictions be paralleled
by state and local governments? Will additional public
funds be committed to acquire open space, recreation and
conservation lands on the undeveloped portions of coastal
barriers? Also significant will be the land use planning
and regulation decisions of state and local governments.
Will they complement CBRA objectives by targeting
undevelaoped coastal barriers for very low density uses, even
i1t this means amending previous plans and regulations? Will
they be able to withstand intense local pressuwres from
developers where very large economic, and often political,
stakes are at issue in decisions on major coastal
development projects? Finally, will they accept and assume
responsibility for operation and maintenance of
infrastructure built by private developers in areas
designated undevel oped?

2. Private insurance companies face the choice of
whether or not to make privately underwritten flood
inswrance avallable to replace withdrawn Federal flood
coverage, Will standard insuwrance companies currently
providing tire and wind damage coverage on coastal barriers
be willing te add +lood damage coverage? I+ so, will they
impose very high premiums and/or large deductibles, or limit
coverage to large condominium or apartment projects or
especially attractive market segments or situations® If
not, will "non-admitted" insurance caompanies such as Lloyds
of London undertake to replace Federal flood coverage on a
broad ernough basis and at reasonable enough rates to make
widespread development feasible? I+ private flood insurance
does become generally available, will it be stable coverage
or will it tend to be withdrawn following major coastal
storms or hwricanes?

F. RBanks and development finance agencies must decide
how flood insurance will figuwre in future construction and
martgage loans for development ventures on undeveloped
caastal barriers. In recent years, private lenders have
required that applicants purchase Federal flood insurance as
a precondition for offering & loan or mortgage. Since CBRA
withdrraws both Federal flood insuwrance and Federal loans and
mortgages through the Federal Housing Administration,
Vaeteran’s Administration, Small Business éddministration, and
Federal Home Loan Administration, the role of private
capital providers becomes crucial. Additionally, since
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aother forms of Federal development assistance for
infrastructure are also withdrawn, the private costs of
project development could go up by as much as 15-20%. (U.S5.
par, 1963, pp. 1V-58--1V-59) Since CBRA transfers both the
costs and financial risks of development back to the private
sector, banks and savings and loan associations must assess
the market and decide what conditions they will attach to
future loans and mortgages, without the satety net of
Federal flood inswance and disaster relief assistance.

4. Public and private apen space and conservation
organizations must decide whether to alter their strategies
to focus on acqguiring land on the undeveloped coastal
barriers. Since CBRA has called public attention to the
need to conserve coastal barrier resouwrces, this could be a
favaorable time for conservation organizations to secwe
ownership or development rights. Landowners discouraged by
CBRA restrictions may be willing to seek taxw bhenefits
through below market sales to non-profit conservation
organizations. These organizations must ask themselves if
the CHRA restrictions, in concert with state and local
government actions, are sufficient to conserve the
undeveloped coastal barriers or if major conservation
investments are also needed? O0On the other hand, they might
ask i1+ they should focus their land acguisition effarts on
develbped barrier areas, under the assumption that thesze are
more threatened by development pressure, while undeveloaped
areas are generally less threatened?

9. Private development companies must decide how to
respond to CBRA restrictions and related actions by others
in the coastal barrier system. Developers without major
land haldings on undeveloped coastal barriers are likely to
be very cautious about investing there, preferring to
cancentrate their future projects in areas without the
Federal restrictions. Developers with major land holdings in
the designated areas can gither seek to sell their land or
develop it without use af Federal flood insurance and
infrastructure assistance. If they put their land on the
market, they may face losses due to the effect of the
reduced development incentives on the price that buyers are
willing to pay. I+ they opt to develop, they may find it
necessary to change their plans in order to obtain private
flood inswance or to gain necessary infrastructuwre, such as
bridges and utilities. Prior to enactment of CBRA, it was
argued that Federal restrictions would cause futuwre building
an the undeveloped coastal barriers to be either very cheap
{hence risking only a small loss) or very expensive (hence
havens for the richi. Given the cost of oceanfront land,
developers with freedom to modify their plans are likely to
focus on lusuwry condominimum projects, where they can make a
protit on their investments even with higher development
costs and where homeowners associations can deal with
negotiating insurance contracts and maintaining
infrastructure.
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Resulting from the related responses of these major groups
will be the environmental and economic impacts set of+ by
CBRA"s initial actions. These impacts will occur mainly in
two locales:

le Undeveloped coastal barriers designated under CBRA
comptrise about 247 of the 2683 mile long Atlantic and Gul+f
coastal barrier cshoreline. Effects of reduced or delayed
development pressure on natuwal processes are expected to be
greatest in North Carolina, South Carolina, Florida, and
Texas where large amounts of undeveloped fast land are
available and intense development pressures exist. (U.5.
POT, 1983, p.IV-127 It would be surprising if CBRA did not
result in major changes in the type, guality and amount of
development here, even though development is not prohibited.
Impacts should be greatest on those coastal barriers where
large projects already are planned within areas designated
undeveloped, and/or whers no bridges exist or bridge
capacity is a significant constraint.

2. Developed barriers, comprising about 4074, or 1030
miles, af the shoreline, may face significantly higher
development pressures as a result of CBRA. (J.85. bor, 19835,
p.IV-3)  Constraining the coastal barrier land market by
removing development incentives from undeveloped areas
should generate more intense demand in developed arsas. The
result may be demandes for increased densities, absorption of
available infill land., higher capacity infrastrutuwre, and
even demalition and redevelopment of older single~family
residences to make way for multi-family projects. While
these spillovers can bolster the economies of developed
coastal areas, they can also bring straine to the
institutional capacity of small communities to manage and
sarvice development and to protect public health and safety.

Research Methods

To broaden the opportunities for learning about initial CBRA
impacts and responses by affected actors, three main forms
of information gathering methods were used: 1) case studies
of two coastal barriers where early impacts were visible, 2)
a mail survey of coastal government officials, developers
and conservationists in three states where large impacts
ware anticipated, and 3) mail, telephone and personal
inguiries among insuwrance, financial, and related government
agencies.

Casze studies were conducted on Topsail Island, North
Carolina, and Hutchinson Island, Florida, during late
October and November 1983, Topsail Island was selected as
an example of a barrier island under development pressure
where the withdrawal of Federal flood insurance was a major
issue, Hutchinson Island was selected as an example of a
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barrier island under development pressure where the lack of
availability of Federal financial assistance for bridge
construction reinforced already initiated state and local
development management efforts to reduce density.

A mail survey was sent to 98 informants in North Carolina,
South Carclina, and Florida in December 1283. The survey
was directed to coastal government officials, coastal
developers, and representatives of conservation
arganirations with coastal concerns. Rather than a
scientific statistical sampling, the survey was designed to
gather information and impressions concerning CBRA impacts
from a broad segment of affected actors. A substantial
number of responses was received: the total was boosted by
the duplication and passing on of the guestionnaire to its
coastal chapters by the office of one state conservation
arganization. Telephone followups were used to increase the
response, As of Januwary 31, 1984, sixty-eight completed
surveys had been retwned, along with nine letters or notes
gstating that the respondents had not observed impacts. A
copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix A,

CRRA SURVEY RESPONSES

NI s FL TOTAL
Government & pact 20 33
Developers 5 5 b 15
Conservationists 5 & 13 20
Total 16 12 g &HE

Mail, telephone, and personal inquiries were directed to
insurance, finance, and related government agencies.
Information was obtained from one national and two state
insurance associations, two state insurance commissioners
offices, five insurance brokers, and a state Sea Grant
research project. Interviews were conducted with two
savings and loan association officials.

Study freas

Three coastal states where major impacts from CHRA are
expected by Federal planners were selected for study: North
Caralina, Socuth Carclina, and Florida. The amount of
coastal barriers ocean—-facing shoreline designated
undeveloped i 1574 in North Carcolina, Z4% in South Carolina,
and 1&% in Florida.
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In North-Carolina, eigh

designated. (See Figure

part of the state, thes

Ll ——Currituck Banks
LO3-—Hatteras
LOZA~~Shackleford Banks
LOS~~0nglow Heach

Combining the miles of
ocean—tfacing shoreline,
coastal barriers shorel
further development.

South

S0

Caralina has thir

They incliude:

HOl——Waites Island
MOZ2—-~itchfield Beach
MiS~-—-Fawleys Inlet
MO4—-Dehidue Beach
MOG——Dewees Island
MO&—--Morris Island

About S9% of the South
ocean—ftacing shoreline
protected and undevelop

Flarida contains twelve
miles of its Atlantic c
85.6 miles of its Hulf

Atlantic Coast Units

Fo2-=Talbot Island
FPO4a—-—lUsinas Heach
FOQh~~Conch Island
FOGA--Maranzas River
FO7~~Ormond-by—-the-%ea
FOG--Fonce Inlet
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RIEFRS DATA

eqoriess

rot. Undev.
8.5 49,1
0.9 40,0
4.0 113.5
ing shoreline

combination of Table 8 and Appendix

t unitse of undeveloped area have been
24) Located mostly in the southern
e are.

L.Ob——Topsail

LO7-~Lea Island
LU8—~Wrightsville Reach
LO9-~Masonboro 1sland

protected and designated undevel oped
same G174 of the North Carolina
ine has significant constraints to

teen undeveloped units. (See Figure

MO7-—Bird Eey
MO8~~Capt. Sams Inlet
HO9—-—-Edisto

Mlo-—--0tter Island
Mlii--Harbor Island
St.Phillips Island
13--Daufuskie Island

Carolina coastal barviers
has development constraints from
ed designation.

undeveloped units covering 29.9
past and twenty-one units covering
coast. (See Figure 4.) They arei

FO9A--Coconut Foint
FlO——Vero Beach
Floa--8lue Hole
FFli-—Hutchinson Island
Fld——Hobe Sound
Fli4Aa-—-North Beach



Figure 2: Designated Undeveloped Coastal Barrier |
Units of North Carolina |

o%
GATES A
4 [7
. 4,0 (s
HERYFORD R

TYRRELL

WASHINGTON Q
=)
N \ o% - HYDE
/

SCALE

10 20 30
MILES




ST O 51 Ol § O oos .
3IvOS
: SO0 W o:z
LOW _
mr

. SINIW

LW

oos_

/
//.

euljoien Yinog jo siiun iauieg
jeiseon) padojanapun pareubisaq:g ainbiy



/ /,.
409

VS0 a/
™~

S04 ! ? ors
vro AU% w ﬂv
]

Ny

1]



Fage 1%

Gul+ Coast Units

F15~-Cape Romano F24—--The Reefs
Flé—keewaydin Island FP244--Mandalay Point
Pl7——Lovers kEey PLS——Atsena Otie  EKey
F17A—~-RBodwitch Point Fl6—-Fepperfish kKeys
F18--Sanibel Island P278-—-Ochlockonee
P19——N.Captiva Island F28--Dog Island
F20—--Cayo Costa FPIO~-Cape 8San Blas
F2l--~Bocilla Island F21--St. Andrew
F2la--Manasota kKey F3la-—Four Mile Village
Rd--Lasey Fey FIZ2--Moreno Foint

Fai~-Longboat Key

Only 4% of the Florida coastal barrier ocean-tacing
shoreline has development constraints from protected and
undeveloped status.

TOPFSAIL ISLAND CASE: INSURANCE IMFPACTS

Topsail Island, North Carolina, is a barrier island where
the withdrawal of Federal flood insurance has had a
significant initial impact on development. In North
Carolina, early coastal development infrastructure
investments otften are private, with state or local
governments later assuming responsibility for operation and
matntenance.

Develaopment Status

Topsail is a multi-jurisdictional barrier island lying off
the southern coast of North Carolina, adjacent to the Camp
L.ejeune Marine HRase. The island is about 24 miles long,
running northeast to southwest. Its northeastern part, known
as West Onslow Heach, is an unincorporated section of Onslow
County. The area designated undeveloped under CBRA is
located in this section. (Bee Figure 5.) Its southwestern
part, located within Fender County, includes two
incorparated communities: Sw+ City and Topsail Beach. As
of 1980, the island had a year-round population of about 820
anc a peak seasonal (summetr) population of about 19,950.

Surt City and Topesail HBeach are in the Regular phase of the
Federal +lood insurance program. West Onslow Beach is still
in the Emergency phase of the program. Maximum f1lood
inswance coverage under the Emergency phase is $100,000 per
multi-family building or 35,000 per single—family unit.

Topsail Island has access to a complete infrastructure base,
with the 1983 construction of a private sewage treatment
‘pPlant on the mainland with enough projected capacity {3 mgd)
to serve the entire island. In addition to local systems,



Figure 5: Topsail Island, North Carolina
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water ie available from the UOnslow County water svstem. Two
two-lane bridges connect it to the mainland. A high bridge
built in 1949 runs from West Onslow Beach across the
Intracoastal Waterway. A swing bridge built in the 1930°s
runs from Surft City across the Intracoastal Waterway. State
Road 50 and 210, a two-lane main road, runs the length of
the island. Hurricane evacuation is not vet a problem.
Within a 12 hour warning time, 18,000 vehicles could safely
be evacuated, according to an estimate based only on bridge
capacity. (A4 forthcoming comprehensive evacuation study is
erpected to project a smaller evacuation capacity.)

Freviously a tamily beach resort area of predominantly
older, single-family houses, Topsail recently has seen the
construction of large scale condominium projects in the
‘undeveloped northern section. Leading this new development
have been two businessmen, Marlo Bostic and Roger Fage.
They hold some 1200 acres, including over one mile of ocean
frontage, a large part of which is within the CRBRA
undeveloped area. Beginning in 1978, they extended a water
line to join their development to the Unslow County water
system, relocated and rebuilt a 33500 foot section of the
main state road which was too close to the ocean for ocean
front development, and built a one million gallon per day
lagoon type, central sewage treatment plant (capable of
expansion to 3 mgd) on an inland 459 acre site which is
connected to their development through 8 miles of twelwve
inch force main., Their two major projects have been Topsail
Reef, a 240 unit condominium outside the undeveloped area,
and Topsail Dunes, a 156 unit condominium inside the
undeveloped area. Topeail Dunes is planned for an eventual
586 units. Adjacent projects ingside the undeveloped area
are Bayview subdivision, with 69 lots (15 triplex and 54
dupley) and Shipwatch Villas, with 3% townhouse units.

New development has had a substantial impact on the Onslow
County tax base.

ONSLOW COUNTY TAX ASSESSOR VALUATIONS: TOFSALIL ISLAND
UNMDEVELOFED AREA (LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS) '

1976 1984 Difference
Actual 4,232,612 $17,3585,830 +%$135,123,238
fAdjusted* $7,195,440 417,333,830 +410,160,410
# To control for inflation between the 1976 and 1984
valuations, the 1976 figure was adjusted by multiplying it
times the 1982 Consumer FPrice Index divided by the 1976
Consumer Frice Inde:x.
A major factor accounting for the $10 million adjusted

diftterence between the 1976 and 1984 valuations is the
addition of some $3.3% million in improvements constructed by
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the Bostic and Page organization,

A 1982 study by the Corps of Enagineers estimated that West
Onzlow Beach would suffer about #15 million in damage to
real and personal property from flooding alone during a 100
vear storm. (McElvyea, Brower, and Godschalk, 1982, p. &-11)

Narth Carolina Coastal Area Management

The state Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) coordinates
resource management through a cooperative state/local
program. Local governments within the 20 coastal counties
prepare mandatory local land use plans, under guidelines
issued by the Coastal Resouwrces Commission. The required
five-vear updates of these plans must include hwricane
damage mitigation and recovery elements. (McElvea, Brower,
and Godschalk, 1982

The Commission has designated Areas of Environmental Concern
(AEC s) within which development is regul ated by permits.
Ocean hazard AEC’s include beaches, frontal dunes, inlet
lands and other areas with a substantial possibility of
excessive erosion or flood damage. Development here must
meet an ocean front or inlet setback and be built to
minimize flood and storm damage. Estuarine system REC’s
include coastal wetlands, estuarine waters and shorelines,
and public trust areas. Only water—dependent uses, such as
dacks and marinas, are allowed in these areas.

Initial Impacts

Withdrawal of Federal flood insurance under CBRA came as a
shack to the developers on the northern end of Topsail
Te=land. in early Mavember 1983, a developsr of duplexes
reported that his &% lot duplex development inside the
designated undeveloped area was stopped, and that his
caompany would lose half a million dollars if they could not
get replacement private flood inswance. He felt they could
eventually secure replacement insurance, but they had not
vet been able to do so. HMeanwhile, they had joined with
Marlo Bostic and other Topsail developers in a8 civil suit
against the United States of America, the Secretary of
Interior, and the Director of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency.

The suit, filed September 30, 1983 in U.S8. District Court,
Fastern District of North Carolina, alleged that the
plainti+fs® land has been erronecously designated as an
undevel oped coastal barrier island. It stated that this
land has been substantially developed, since water and sewetr
lines have bheen installed and considerable structures have
been completed and many more had been platted prior to
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cenactment of CERA. It stated that there are other equally
or less developed areas on the North Carolina coast and

el sewhere that are not designated as undeveloped. 1t
alleged that in mapping plaintiffs® land as undeveloped,
defendants have disreqgarded the criteria in Section 2 of
CERA,. thus violating substantive and procedural due process
under the W.4. Constitution. Because the property is
substantially developed, the designation allegedly will
reduce the property value without recourse for money
damages, and there is no other reasonable use to which the
land may be put. The suit reqguested an injunction against
terminating Federal assistance and designating plaintifd’s
land as an undeveloped coastal barrier.

On January 31,1984, Judge James C. Fox decided in ftavor of
the defendants in the case of M. F. Bostic et al. vs. United
States of America et al. (.5, District Court, Eastern
digstrict of North Carolina, New Bern Division, MNo.
BiE-159~CIV~-4) According to the decision?

"The couwrt finds that the enactment of CBRA and the
inclusion by reterence in that Act of maps which are
ultimately the product of independent Congressional action,
has pre-empted the agency action of the Secretary, and
theretore, has precluded judicial review. Further, the
court concludes that Section 3 of CBRA...1s an informational
section and is not controlling criteria for designation of
undevel oped coastal barriersi: and that Congress’ designation
of plaintiffe” land within the CBRS is rationally
justified.”

The court declared that the Congressional intent in
incorporating the maps by reference upon enactment of CBRA
is clear from legislative records, which state that without
legislative resolution the designations proposed by the
Department of Interior couwld be subject to lawsuits for
vears, blocking both development and protection of coastal
barriers.

No private flood inswance replacement had been obtained for
any of the West Onslow Beach projects as of early 1984,

Bath developers and insurance brokers believe that
replacement inswrance eventually will be obtained for
multi-family, condominium projects but are not sure about
replacement insurance for single—family or duplex projects.
Fossible arrangements for multi-—family projects include
multiple perils coverage policies under which homeowners pay
a larger deductible, or homeowners associations set up
escrow reserve accounts funded from fees to cover flood
damage to communal areas, or new private insurance companies
tormed to insure coastal development.

Owver the long term, many developers and insurance brokers
believe that CBRA will be amended or repealed. They
question the fairness and logic of witholding Federal +flood
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inswance from coastal states where the bulk of losses have
not occured. According to 1981 data from the Federal
Insurance Administration, NMorth Carolina premiums paid from
the inception of the program through December 31, 1980,
totalled $%,294,011, while only $35,279,19% had been paid in
losses for the same period. No major hurricanes struck the
Cstate during this period, however, while the amount of
devel opment suposed to fubture coastal storms grew rapidly.

Topsail Island’s situation differs from that of less
developed barriers in Morth Carclina. Recause it has road
and bridge access and utility systems, as well as an active
development market, Topsail is more like HMatteras,
Wrightsville Beach, and Currituck Banks, to some extent. In
these areas, withdrawal of Federal flood insurance is the
primary CRRA impact, and developers may shift from single
family toward multi-family or condominium projects. This
could result in increasing the density of future development
within the designated undeveloped area, a consequence not
intended by CBRA. I¥+ this does occur, then at least in
Newrth Carolina these multi-family projects will be required
to set back from the oceanfront twice as far as ‘
gingle—tamily structures, wunder CAMA's rules. . But this
trend will not encourage either continuation of low density
development or conservation of undeveloped areas.

In the less actively developing North Carolina coastal
harriers which lack road or bridge access or utilities, the
result of CBRA may be a longer—term trend toward either low
density development or maintenance of an undeveloped state,
depending on market conditions and conservation actions.

HUTCHINSON ISLAND CASE: INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS

Hutchinson Island, Florida, is a barrier island where the
withdrawal of Federal assistance for infrastructure, in
combination with state and local government actions, has had
a significant initial impact on development. In this
Flarida case, CBRA reinforced the effects of previously
initiated state and local development management.

Develapment Status

Hutchinson Island lies off the Atlantic coast of Florida,
between West Falm Beach and Cape Kennedy. Oriented
narthwest to southeast, the island is about 22 miles long.
Its northern part includes a section of the incorporated
city of Fort Fierce, most of which is located on the
mainland, and an unincorporated section of St. Lucie County.
The area designated undeveloped under CHRA (Hutchinson
Island wnit P11) is located in this section of §t. Lucie
County. (Bee Figure &.) Its southern part includes an
unincorporated section of Martin County. As of 1982, there



Figure 6: Hutchinson Island, Florida
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were 8703 dwelling unite on the island,with another 7494
units approved +or development. Ultimately there could be up
to 36,651 dwelling units on the island 14 it is allowed to
reach buildout under existing plans. (Treasure Loast
Regional Flanning Council, 1982, p.22

ALl of Hutchinson Island iz in the Regular phaaelmf the
Federal flood inswrance program. Flood Insurance Rate Maps
have been comnpleted for the island.

#ounigque feature of the land use pattern on the island is
thie location of a Florida Fower and Light Company nuclear
power plant in the St. Lucie County section, about midway on
the i1sland. For planning purposes, the island is usually
divided into the aresa north of the power plant and the area
south of the power plant.

Given the high level of potential development and the
unuseal evacuation demands posed by a8 hurricane—prone
barrier island with a nuclear power plant in its center,
bridge capacity is the most critical infrastructure need.
Transportation planners have estimated that existing and
approved development already has exceeded the capacity of
the bridge network serving the island. (Beiswenqger, Hoch %
Associates, 1983%)  Their study estimated that bridge and
roadway improvements required to provide transportation
capacity for the maximum development levels allowed under
current St. Lucie County land use plans would cost as much
as $9% million, and stated that, under existing coastal
barvier policies, neitther Federal or State of Florida funds
are available to finance the needed improvements. In
response, the St. Lucie Board of County Commissioners
extended their temporary limitations on barrier island site
development plan review through January 1984. (Resolution
No. 83-87, 21 Juns 198%) Freviously the Roard had set
maximum cuwrrently allocable development levels aof 6926 units
asouth of the power plant and 1845 units north of the power
pltant and commissioned an environmental impact and
teasibility assessment of bridge and roadway improvements
necessary to accommadate various levels of development.
(Resolution No. 82-139, 3 November 1982) This action had
been taken in response to an analvsie of the public costs
necessary to support barrier island development planned
under the Bt. Lucie County Growth Management Folicy Flan
which estimated capital costs of $60.46 million for full
development of the &St. Lucie and Fort Fierce portions of
Hutchingson Island. OFf this total, almost %48 million was for
transportation improvements. (Eimley-Horn and Associates,
August 1983

Three bridges connect the island to the mainland across the
Indian River dand Intracoastal Waterway. On the north end,
State Road AlA joins the island and mainland portions of
Fort Fierce. On the south end, inside Martin County, are
the Jensen Beach Causewayvy and the AlA bridge crossing to
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Stuart.,

The land use pattern on Hutchinson Island is distinguished
by several nodes of development, separated by long stretches
of open space containing mangroves and Australian pines.
Highway Al14 connects the nodes. The northern node is within
the island section of Fort Fierce, and consists af older
single-family and commercial buildings mixed with new
condominium projects, of which the largest is Ocean VYillage.
The central node is the nuclear power plant. The southern
nade contains & number of high-rise condominium tower
projects in 5t. Lucie County and a number of four story
condominium projects in Martin County.

Florida Coastal Management

Coastal managment in Florida is accomplished through
coordinating a number of existing laws and regulations. The
Florida Coastal Management éAct directs the Department of
Environmental Regulation, as the lead agency, to develop a
caastal program management framework. HMost implementation
of state cpastal programs is carried out by three agencies:
ODepartment of Environmental Regulation, Department of
Matuwral Resouwroes, and Department of Community Affairs. The
Interagency Management Committee coordinates the work of
these and other resouwrce management agencies.

Several management tools are important to coastal
develapment management:

1. fAreas of Critical State Concern can be designated
under Chapter 3B0 of the Florida statutes. These areas
contain significant resouwrces which may be attected by
development. When designated, the state oversees
development and local regulatory actions in these areas.
Fotential Areas of Critical State Concern are studied by a
Resource Flanning and Management Committee, who recommend
improvements to local government plans and regulations
necessary to avoid state designation. The Hutchinson lsland
Kesouwrce Management Flan, adopted UOctober &, 1983,
recemmends local government reductions in land use densities
in order teo ensure a viable transportation system for
hurricane evacuation. Local actions will be monitored by
the Department of Community Affairs to determine if
designation is necessary or not. The Hutchinson Island Flan
is seen as a model for other coastal barrier areas, such as
narthwest Florida.

2. Developments of Regional Impact (DRITs) are those
developmente deemed to be of regional significance because
they fall within specified thresholds of size or scale.
Thresholds can be lowered in special cases, such as coastal
barriers. Local governments issue development orders for
DHIs, which are also reviewed by regional planning agencies
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and by the state, which can appeal to the Governor and
Cabinet to overturn the local order.

Z. Coastal Construction Control Lines are set by the
state based on the mean water level of the 100 vear storm
surge and erosion rates. Construction seaward of the lines
requires a state permit and gpecial structural and design
Provisions. ‘

In addition to these tools, the Governor’s Executive (Qrder
B81—-10% states that state agencies are to give coastal
barriers high consideration in state land acquisition
programs, are not to use state funds to subsidize growth or
post disaster redevelopment in hazardous coastal barriers,
and are to encourage growth management congistent with
evacuation capabilities and hazard mitigation standards.
This Order, which has been difficult to implement, is under
study for revision.

Three coastal barriers acts will be considered by the 1984
Florida legislature. The Coastal BRarrier Safety Act would
reguire local governments to strengthen building codes on
coastal barriers. The Coastal Infrastructure Folicy Act
would provide for state designation of undeveloped barriers
more extensive than those designated under CBRA, and would
prohibit state infrastructure expendituwres on undeveloped
barriers. The Coastal Frotection Elements Act would amend
the lLocal Government Comprehensive Flannig Act to reduce
growth pressure in coastal areas by limiting public
expenditures in areas subject to natural disasters.

Initial Impacts

In 1982, aware that island development proposals could be
exceeding its carrying capacity, St. Lucie County officials
imposed & moratorium on further site plan review for new
projects on Hutchinson Island. The 1982 Kimlev-—-Horn report
conftirmed their fears about the serious limits to growth
posed by existing infrastructure capacity. Further
inquiries added the stagaering news that neither state nor
Federal financial assistance would be available to help
build the necessary new bridges and roadways. SHtate
transportation funds would not be available under the
Bovernor®s Executive Order §1-105, which stated that state
funds shall not be uzed to subsidize growth or post disaster
redevel opment in hazardous coastal barrier areas. Federal
transportation funds would not be available under CBRA
restrictions.

Faced with clear evidence of severe road and bridge capacity
problems, worsened by potential hurricane ad nuclear
dizaster evacuation scenarios, 5t. Lucie County denied a
number of large scale development proposals being revieswed
under i1ts site plan review ordinance. The developers sued
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the County, and the cowt held for the developers on grounds
that the =ite plan review ordinance was too vaque and
allowed arbitrary decisions. The County has appealed and
their appeal is pending. (8t. Lucie County ve. Narth Falm
Devel opment et al., Fouwrth Digtrict Cowt of Appeals of
Florida, Case Mo. 831843 and 83-2233%)

Anal vses of available traffic capacity have given speciftic
estimates of remaining dwelling unit capacity. The 1982
Fimlev-Horn study found about 800 more dwelling units could
be accommodated by the existing traffic svastem. Soame 700 of
these were allocated to a pending project north of the power
plant, Green Turtle Beach. Among the {further projects
pending but not approved in 1982 were: Sea Island Club, 154
unitss Vantage Foint, 108 unitsi Atlantic Beach Club, 304
unite: Rovale Terraces, 5S40 ynitsi Seaspray, 186 unites
Indian River Club, 76 unitsi Sunrise Ucean Club, 888 units
and a 101,000 square foot convention center. Some of these
projects have received preliminary designation as possible
DRI =.

Tax assessments for the undeveloped area of Hutchinson
Island dropped in 1982, By law, the assesesor is recquired to
account for the effects of moratoria or similar land use
regulations. The $8.6 million drop is the result of the
moratorium plus the onset of weaker markel trends for island
condominium units, not a direct result of CEFRA.

87T. LUCIE COUNTY TAX ASBESSOR VALUATIONS: HUTCHINSON ISLAND
UNMDEVELOFED AREA

19@:2 1983 Difference
Actual  $39,423, 630 $30,789,170 -$8,634, 450

Note: 19842 valuations for vacant property based on densities
allowed under Comprehensive Plani 1983 valuations based on
ocean front footage.

Hutchingson Island developere are prepared to participate in
tinancing bridge and roadway improvements necessary to
remove capacity constraints. They have hired & consultant
to design a capital improvements program, which would
include impact fees from development projects, a device
already in use in several south Florida counties. GSt. Lucie
County is also conducting a financing study to lock at
various funding approaches, including & bond issue. And the
State hag indicated it may be willing to participate in
financing a new bridge to meet existing needs, including
mainland to island recreation trips, in exchange for firm
growth management as outlined in the Hutchinson Island
Fesowrce Management Flan.

e of early 1984, no Hutchingon Island developers
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interviewed had vet obtained private +lood insurance. They
believed it would be available, however, and did not feel
the withdrawal of Federal +lood insuwrance would be a
significant constraint. Developers were more concerned
about county development regulations and the oversupply of
condominium wnite presently on the market. They felt the
primary impact would be economic, raising the price of
future units. Inswance broker opinion was lese sanguine,
but did identify some private flood insurance available
through non-admitted carriers: long term stability of this
source was felt to be problematic, however. 1f private
insurance was not renewed, aftter a storm tor example, then
the financial inestitution holding the mortgage might
toreclose unlese the insurance was replaced.

From the inception of the Federal flood insuwrance program
throuwgh December 31, 1980, Florida poeolicy holders paid
$171,516,029 in premiums. (Unly $27,187,129 has been paid in
lose claims to Florida policy holders. Like North Carolina
and South Carolina, Florida has contributed more to the
pragram than it has received so far. Again a major
hurricanse could change that balanced; Hurricane Alicia, a

relatively minor 14 storm, caused some $1.2 billiaon in
damages in Texas.

SURVEY RESFONMDEMTS® OFINIONS

A December 19823 mail survey was directed to 98 coastal
government officials, developers, and conservationists.
Completed suwvevs were received from sixty-eight
respondents. In addition, a number of telephone, mail, and
personal inguiries were directed to representatives of the
insuwrance and finance industries, {for background
information.

Most survey respondents qualified their responses by stating
that it was too early to give definitive answers concerning
CERA impacts. HMost government officials (of the 33
responding) had not vet observed major impacts. but tended
to be positive about CERA. Developers (15 respondents),
while more negative about CBRA, felt that its constraints
would not deter their plans. Conservationists (20 ‘
respondents!, many of whom had not observed impacts first

hand, were positive abouf CBRA.

The mail survey, shown in Appendix A, asked about Federal
+lood inswance withdrawal impacts, infrastructure
assistance withdrawal impacts, and overall impacts of CBRA,

Insurance Withdrawal Impacts

Respondents were given a list of possible impacts which have
pocurred as a result of the withdrawal of Federal floocd
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insurance and asked to check all that applied. Responses
are shown in rank order, with the impact receiving the most
checks listed first.

INSURANCE'NITHDHANAL IMFACT OFINIONS

Ramk Impact No.HResponses Total
Gov. Dav.Con. Mo. %4

1 Development not attected 20 & 2] 34 23
2 Increased pressure in

developed areas 7 6 13 2618
% Open space land acquis-—

ition increasing 12 3 & 21 14
4 Developers gbtaining

private insurance 9 4 4 17 12
3 Densities increasing due

to higher insurance costs 3 3 S 11 7
S Development slowed or

stopped 5 2 4 11 7
% Bingle—family or duplex

nrojects slowed/stopped 4 3 4 11 7
6 Sales prices increasing

due to inswrance costs A3 A 9 &

7 Multi-tamily projects
sl owed/stopped

S
©
i

While there is some difference of opinion on the impacts,
there is general consensus that the top fow impacts are
oCouwring. Since Federal flood inswance had only been
withdrawn from undeveloped coastal barriers for two months,
it is reasonable to eupect that development would not vet
have heen atfaected. The increase is development pressure in
the developed areas of the coastal barriers, while checked
by many developers and conservationists, is not checked by
many government officials, who are most likely to be aware
af this impact through reguests for project approvals or
building permits. Acquisition of land for open space or
conservation may have been proceeding independently of CERA.
And the opinion that developers are actually obtaining
private flood insuwrance is not yet borne out by the case
studies.

Infrastructure Assistance Withdrawal Impacts

Three questions were posed on infrastructuwre., The first
asked respondents to identit+y those impacts which have taken
place as a result of withdrawal of Federal assistance for
intrastructure. The alternative checked by most respondents
was that development has not been affected by withdrawal of
Federal +inancial assistance +or infrastructure.
Considerably fewer felt that development in general or
single—-family/duplex or multi-family projects have slowed or
stopped in undeveloped areas,
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INFRASTRUCTURE ASSISTANCE WITHDRAWAL IMFACT OF INIONS

Rank Impact No.Responses Tatal
Gov.Dev.Con. Noa. %

1 Development not affected 19 8 10 37 858
2 Development slowed/stop Y- 1 3 13 20
3 Multi-family projects

slowed/stopped 1 e b 8 13
4 Single-family/duplex

projects slowed/stopped = i ) & 9

A sacond question asked respondents to rank (from 1 to )
which tvpese of infrastructure are most critical in limiting
future development in undeveloped areas. There was
congiderable variation in these opinions., with government
ofticials ranking bridges first, developers ranking sewage
treatment facilities first, and conservationists ranking
water supply +tacilities first. These outcomes may result
more from local intrastructure conditions and needs than
from differences in respondent group opinions,

CRITICAL. INFRASTRUCTURE OFINIONS

Rank Type
Lov. Dev. Con,
1 2 A Bridges :
5 2 1 Water supply facilities
4 1 2 Sewaqge treatment facilities
2 & 4 Foads

A third question asked which of a list of possible sources
of infrastructure financing will be used, if Federal
assistance for infrastructure in undeveloped areas is to be
replaced. The overwhelming first choice by all groups was
private financing by developers. Local government bond
issues and tax revenues were the next most popular sources.
State sources were chechked by many fewer respondents.

REFLACEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE ASSISTANCE SOURCES

Rank Source No.Responses Total
Gov.Dev.Con. No. %
1 Developer financing 21 2 15 45 A5
2 local gov. bonds 10 X010 2318
3 lLocal tax revenues 7 5 Q 21 16
4 No replacement foreseen 10 &2 3 15 11
5 State tax revenues 4 5 4 13 10
& Btate bonds 2 A A a &
7 Other (tolls, fees, etc) 4 - 1 b 4

Overall Impacts
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A series of questions on overall impacts asked about their
magnitude, direction, and consistency with state and local
coastal plans. Respondents were asked if they foresee the
need for changes in state coastal management programs or
policies as a result of CBRA. Finally, they were asked to
identify the most important future impacts of CHRA.

Most government otficials felt impacts have been minor,
positive or neutral, and consistent or neutral. Developers
were aplit on the magnitude of impact, but most felt impacts
had been neutral or negative, and inconsistent. :
Lonservationts mostly saw impacts as minor, positive, and
consistent. HMost gdvernment aofficials felt changes in state
coastal programe were not needed: developers and
conservationists tended to see them as needed.

OVERALL ITMPACTS
Magni tude Direct. Lonsist. Change
Faj.M.Min., + M. - Co.MN. Inc. Yes No
Hov. 27 1% 12 4 15 12 4 11 1%
Dev. 4 & b 1 746 - 2 1 10 8 35
Con. 4 4 11 18 9 1 % 5 ? &

Note!: Maj.= majori M.= neutrals Min.= minory + = positivei -
= negative: Co.= consistentt Inc.= inconsistent.

An open—ended question asked about types of changes needed
in state coastal management programs or policies as a result
ot CRRA. Not all respondents answered this question.

Tvpes of changes suggested for state coastal programs are
summarized below by respondent group.

COaSTAL PROGRAM CHANGES
Florida government officials:

-state legislation to support the Governor’™s Executive Order
and augment the Federal coastal barrier program ‘
~increased funding to puwrchase barrier island open space
land

—consistent guidelines on funding priorities for coastal
barriers improvements

—reducing development seaward of the Coastal Construction
Control Lines

—astate legislation providing for Transfer of Development
Righte from undeveloped barriers.

North Caraolina government aofficials:

-state definitions of natural thresholds as a basis ftor
density limits



~emphasis in regqulations on limite on multi-family
devel opment .
-sateguards for state and local governments from
responsibility for unsubsidized coastal development,

Florida developers:

----- state reassessment of policies and provision of consistent
rulings on allowable development
-gstate funding for bridges.

Morth Careolina developers!

-local enforcement of development rules :
—application of coastal barrier constraints in other
FesSOLIrce areas. such as forest management

~gptions to use land in undeveloped areas for other
purposes, such as golt courses.

South Carolina devel opers:

-provide consistency between state and Federal actions
-application ot same rules to state holdings as to private
foldings in undeveloped areas.

Florida conservationists:

~prompl increase in acquisition of conservation lands while
markel is favaorable

~hold the line on Coastal Construction Control Line setbacks
-prohibit state expenditures on undeveloped barriers

—limit development to impermanent uses

—add provisions to beach nowishment provisions limiting
numbers of dwelling units in areas served and requiring
relocation where feasible

~include protection of species diversity as a goal.

NMorth Carolina conservationists:

~hold firm to rules and enforce them.

A final open-ended guestion asked about expectations for the
most important future impacts of CBRA. There was
considerable variation in the answers, but most of them
tended to repeat previous themes. FKesponses are summarized
below by major group.

MOST ITHFORTANT FUTURE CBRe IMFACTS
Goavernment officials:

~slowed rate of development
-increased development pressuwe on developed beaches
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-impetus for public land acquisition

-ghifts in infrastructure funding to developers and local
governments

-increased development costs and heightened exclugivity a+
bharrier islands

-raduction in loss of life and property from coastal storms
~limit on buildback after storms :
-shitt from single-family to corporate ownership

-increased density of development

~~~~~ precursor of state/local action to conserve beach and dune
evstems., '

Developers:

~more lLuwury devel opment

~acgcel erated development of mainland waterfronts and
veveloped barriers

-more state restrictions on coastal devel opment
-lowered quality of planning, rushed development, and
increased density

-slowed sinale-family development

-shift of intrastructure costs to the private sector
-private development solutions postponed until a more
realistic {(public policy) approach is taken.

Conservationists:

-praessure fraom developers to remove restrictions

-more high rise development

—gslackening of development rate but increased innovation in
design

-reduced public costs for disaster re]154 erasion control,
and improvements

-increased open space preservation and resource
conservation.

CONCLUSTONS

Based on this preliminary study, it ie clear that CBRA has
the potential to be an active development management
influence in a number of coastal locations. However, the
extent of its future influence will depend largely on the
reponses of other actors in the coastal barriers
institutional system, as well as upon any future Fedetral
actions taken +for resource management and conservation
pUEpOses. :

Initial Impacts

By the end of 1983, CBRA had slowed the development rate on
certain undeveloped coastal barriers where withdrawal of
Federal 4lood itnsurance or infrastructure assistance,
coupled with local conditions, imposed serious development
constraints. Remaving the Federal development incentives
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that had been depended upon for a decade or more caused a
period of confusion and uncertainty about replacing those
tinancial props. Developers whose project timing coincided
with CBRA withdrawals were faced with new and difficult
adjustments,

Some developers chose to attack the constraints imposed by
“CBRA in the courts. While fuwther appeals could be brought,
those in NMorth Carclina who challenged CBRA directly found
the Congressionally drawn and adopted maps impossible to
overturn. A U.8. District Court denied their suit to be
exempted from designation as undeveloped under CBRA.

The status of the private flood insurance market remains
uncertain. A forthcoming Sea Grant study in South Carolina
supposedly has found private inswance is available there.
{(Griepentrog, forthcoming? North Carolina agents have been
notified that two private carriers will make insurance
available in 12¢4. However, extensive inguiries during this
study uncovered few sources of replacement insurance, and
these tended to be non—-admitted carriers. Reinsurance
reportedly was a problem. The expectation was that
multi-family or condominium projects would be easier to
oktain private flood insurance for than single family units.

One possible result is that developers commited to projects
in the undeveloped areas may orient to the high end of the
market, it they have not already done so. This implies _
condominiums and multi-+amily projects. fhis market segment
alsag is more able to afford the higher sales prices likely
to result from the private sector assumption of
infrastructure costs previously subsidized by the Federal
taxpayer.

Some states and localities are taking advantage of’
heightened awareness of conservation needs to increase their
acguistition of coastal barrier land for conservation
purposes. This is not vet a widespread reaction, however.
There is also some state attention to related aspects of
coastal barriers. Massachusetts has a coastal barrier
executive order (predating CHBRA), as does Florida, where
three coastal barrier bills will be considered by the 1984
legislature.

The important question is whether these initial impacts will
prove to be short-term or long-term. Coastal barrier
development has been proceeding at an increasing rate for a
number of yvears. CRBFA could be the catalyst to redirect
this trend, particularly i+ it is reinforced by the actions
of other coastal development and conservation groups.
Systematic monitoring of ocutcomes will be necessary to keep
decision—-makers abreast of results and to inform them of
problems and opportunities tor effective management.
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fActual Versus Expected Impacts

Congress sought to minitmize loss of life, wasteful

expendl ture of Federal revenues, and damage to natural
rescurces throuwgh CBRA&s withdrawal of Federal developemnt
incentives. They requested a study within 3 vears comparing
broader management alternatives for conservation of natural
resouwrces, including possible combinations of Federal,
state, local. and private actions.

Most informants contacted dwring this study believed that
CHRA will accomplish the broad goals sought, although to
varying degrees, Supporters commend both its actions in
withdrawing subsidies and its public message supporting
coastal barrier conservation. S8Skeptics point out that
commited developers, backed up by a strong market, will not
only proceed with development but also will eliminate any
plans for single-family, low density projects. In those
cases, there will be few reductions in damage to natuwral
resources oF exposure to coastal harards.

Anather possibility is that the market for oceanfront
housing, restricted from undeveloped areas, will simply
intensidfy in developed areas. In thie case, exposuwe to
coastal hazards and Federal expenditures in developed areas
could increase but damage to natural resouwrces may not be as
extensive. Skeptics point out that lobbvistes managed to get
many of the areas planned for current development deleted
from the CBRA maps prior Lo enactment. This means that many
new mrojects could soon appear within developed areas.

Coastal Management Implications

Enactment. of CBRA brought a new development management
program to bear on coastal areas. While CBRA’s actions
stand independently, the new law recognizes the importance
of state, local, and private actions and initiatives in long
term conservation of natuwral resources. Every state coastal
management program enjovs the opportunity to design
innovative management strategies to accomplish the CBRA

goal s,

Implementation of CHERA also points up the continuing need to
improve cootrdination of existing Federal programs in order
to bolster CBRA actions. Intergovernmental efforts to
conserve open space and reduce exposuwe to hazards on _
coastal bharriers can be greatly assisted by creative use of
the lLand and Water Conservation Fund, the Marine Sanctuaries
Frogram, FEMA s Section 1362 relocation funds. and others.

A recent conference in Florida pointed out the inadeguacy of
state/regional /local policies for acquisition and
preservation of coastal barriers and regulation of
development densities, 2s well as the need to identify the
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fiscal responsibility of parties involved in coastal barrier
development and past-disaster redevelapment. {(Select '
Committee on Growth Management, Florida House of
Representatives, October 1983) Conference participants
called for legislative solutions to these problems. The
same 1issues should be relevant to the coastal management
programs of other states.

A promising tool for coastal barrier planning is the concept
of carrving capacity-—-that level of development which can be
accommodgated on the land within acceptable standards of
efficiency and economy, and without serious hazards to life
and property or sericpus environmental degradation. Carrying
capacity thresholds of public facilities and fragile
environmental areas can be analvzed, and the results can
give decision-makers valuable insights into the impacts of
proposed developmaent. Coastal management programs could
initiate studies of coastal barrier carrving capacities,
including land, water supply, waste disposal, transportation
and evacuation, and recreation. They could identify arsas
susceptible to storm surge and erosion and delineate
conditions under which evacuation capacity would be exceeded
by demand. Local plans and development regulations could be
required to respect carryving capacity, as is done in the
l.ake Tahoe Region, for example.

Many other innovative management approaches could be
cansidered. State enabling legislation setting up programs
to allow the transfer of development rights from coastal
barriers to mainland locations could relieve financial
pressures to develop at high densities on the barriers.
While transfer of development rights efforts have not been
highly successful to date, they might be effective in
combipation with CERA's withdrawals of flood insurance and
infrastructuwre funding on undeveloped barriers. OF states
might consider establishing special coastal barrier
management districts, such as the Finelands in New Jersey,
where plans and regulations tailored to the barrier
environment could be implemented.

In short, CBRA contains many important implications for
state coastal management programs. Every coastal state
would be wise to review its programs and policies in light
of CBRA, in order to discover opportunities to strengthen
achievement of its particular objectives.
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COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT IMPACT SURVEY
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- FEDERAL FLOOD INSURANCE WITHDRAWAL IMPACTS

1. Which of the following impacts have occurred as a result
ot the withdrawal of Federal +lood insurance? {check all
that apply)

e Development in general has slowed or stopped in the
designated "undeveloped'" areas.

~-—=8ingle family and/or duplex praojects have slowed or
stopped in the "undeveloped" areacs.

"undeveloped” areas.

~-———Froject developers in "undeveloped" areas are obtaining
private flood insurance coverage.

~——-Densities for proposed development projects in
"wndeveloped” areas are increasing,; due to higher insuwrance
caosts,

--——8ale prices for residential units in proposed
development projects in "undeveloped" areas are increasing,
due to higher insuwrance costs.

—-———Requisition of land for open space aor conservation in
"undeveloped" areas is increasing.

-———Development pressures in developed areas of the coastal
barriers are increasing.

--—=Development has not been affected by withdrawal of
Federal flood insurance.




Fage
IMPACTS OF WITHDRAWAL. OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO
INFRASTRULTURE
2. Which ot the following impacts have taken place as a
result of the withdrawal of Federal assistance to

infrastructure? (check all that apply)

————-Development in general has slowed or stopped in
"undevel oped" areas.

~——Gingle family and/or duplex projects have slowed or
stopped in "undeveloped" areas.

~———Multiple family projects have slowed or stopped in
"undevel oped"! areas.

~——=Develapment has not been atfected by withdrawal of

Federal infrastructure financing assistance.

3. Which of the following types of intrastructure are most
critical in terms of limiting futuwre development in
"undeveloped" areas? (rank trom 1| as most critical to § as
least critical)

-——-—RBridges

~———Roads

———=-Sewage treatment facilities

-———Water supply facilities

—em = QUREr (SRE@CLFY ) o o o o e o e o s

oy

4. I+ Federal assistance for infrastructure in "undeveloped"
areas is to be replaced, which of the following souwrces will

be used? (check all that apply)

~—==8tate government tax revenuess
~——-Local,government tax revenues

———=-8tate qgovernment bmﬁd issues

—~-——l ocal government bond issues

————Private financing by developers

“~—~0ther (specify)“~¥ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-———Ng replacement foreseen
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OVERALL IMPACTS

S Ih overall terms, would you say that the impacts of the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act have been: (check one)

———=major —-—=—ngeutral i or

6. In overall terms, have the impacts of the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act been! (check one)

————-positive ———mpreutral -—-—negative

7. In relation to state and local coastal plans, have the
Coastal Barrier Resource Act®s actions been: (check one)

————consistent ~—-——prautral ——-—inconsistent

8. Do you foresee the need for any changes in atate coastal
management programs or policies as a result of the Coastal
Barrier FResources Act?

———— —-~-—ng If yes, what type of changes are needed?

?. What do you expect to be the most important future
impacts on barrier island conservation and development of
the Coastal BRarrier Resources Act?

10. If you have any {further éomments, please note them
below.

THANE. YOU !! Please return this questiaonnaire to:
Professor David Godschalk

Department of City & Regional Flanning

New East Building

University of North Carolina

Chapel Hill, RNC 27514
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